Another solution to the retrievability problem, as noted above, would be to iplace the canisters in bedrock below the abyssal sediments, rather than in ; sediments themselves. The canisters would then be in equally solid mate-.1, and would not be visible to sonar. Once a hundred meters or more of mud d reclosed over the hole in the rock, the hole would be extremely difficult if t impossible to find.
Policy Issues
As with the deep-borehole option, sub-seabed disposal would require sig-'icant additional development if it were to be a contender for plutonium dis-sal. At the time the U.S. program was canceled in the mid-1980s, it was imated that another 25 years would be required before a sub-seabed disposal
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proach could be operational. " Development and emplacement costs are ely to be lower for the sub-seabed approach than for deep boreholes, but li-nsing and policy questions are much more problematic, whether a site in the Dad ocean is contemplated or one in the 200-nautical-mile exclusive eco-mic zone.
Sub-seabed disposal would face intense political opposition from many arters, as well as a complex web of national and international legal hurdles d regulation. The U.S. Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act, ;o known as the Ocean Dumping Act, forbids all dumping of high-level ra-Dactive waste at sea and has been interpreted as including sub-seabed dis-sal.23 Thus this legislation would have to be amended before the United ates could implement the sub-seabed approach.
The London Dumping Convention of 1972" incorporates a similar prohi-:ion on "ocean dumping" of high-level radioactive waste. The convention was gotiated before the sub-seabed disposal concept began to be widely discussed
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the scientific community and thus does not mention the idea specifically, le parties to the convention have never agreed on whether the agreement ohibits emplacement of wastes beneath the ocean floor, but a majority of the rties have expressed that view in the past. The parties have agreed that if the ;hnical feasibility of the concept is demonstrated and one or more countries shed to pursue such a disposal approach, the convention would be the appro-Late forum in which to consider the matter.
JK Associates, op. cit.
23 ibid.
24 Formally known as the Convention on the Prevention of Ocean Pollution by Dumping of istes and Other Matter.
25 However, the IAEA, in a first draft of definitions for implementing the treaty prepared in 1973,the location of the disposal sites would still be able to "mine" the mud to recover the plutonium, but it seems unlikely that this would be competitive with recovering plutonium from spent fuel. None of these methods has been studied in any detail, but none seems to present fundamental technical obstacles. Close study of such methods and their ES&H implications would be essential to any further consideration of the sub-seabed option for plutonium disposition.
